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Introduction
Tourism operators of all kinds seek to use on-site communication by tour guides, interpreters and other customer service staff to enhance the visitor experience, ostensibly because such communication is linked to visitor satisfaction, positive word-of-mouth advertising and repeat visitation (Wearing et al., 2006; Ham & Weiler, 2007) . In addition, interpretation is becoming much more widely understood and used by tourism attractions and tour operators as an important tool for promoting a range of other cognitive, affective and behavioral visitor outcomes (de Rojas & Camarero, 2008; Weiler & Ham, 2006) . However, evaluation methods and tools that can gauge the success of communication in achieving these outcomes have been lacking or, at best, unreliable, especially for cross-site and non-English (e.g. Chinese language) contexts.
The aims of this study were to develop and test a Chinese version of a validated interpretation evaluation instrument and to use it to assess the impacts of an interpretive tour experience on Chinese-speaking tour groups visiting Sovereign Hill, a re-created gold-rush heritage attraction in Australia. In particular, the study set out firstly to examine the reliability of a translated version of an interpretation evaluation instrument for assessing outcomes, and secondly to measure the cognitive, affective and behavioral outcomes reported by visitors as a result of their experience. It is not the aim of the study to make comparisons between Chinese and non-Chinese visitors, but to report the methods and findings as being of importance in their own right and of interest to any country where China is (or soon will be) one of the top source markets. In this paper, we use the terms interpretation, interpretive experience, and onsite communication interchangeably to refer to the Chinese-language interpretation provided by the on-site guides.
The paper begins with a review of literature on heritage tourism experiences with a focus on previous research concerning the impacts of visitor communication, in particular heritage interpretation, and on what visitors take away from those experiences. This is followed by consideration of a range of methodological issues in assessing the impacts of interpretation on visitors and on the experience, drawing on both program evaluation methods generally and the evaluation of interpretation in particular, which together served as a basis for the selection and refinement of the method and instrument used in this study. The remainder of the paper presents the context for the empirical study, the rationale for the selection of the study population and site, a discussion of the study methods and the findings. Firstly, results in relation to reliability-testing of the research instrument in a Chinese language context are outlined. Secondly, results are presented with respect to the extent to which visitors perceived that a range of cognitive (thought), affective (attitudes and emotions) and behavioral (intentions to act) outcomes occurred as a result of their experience. The paper concludes with implications for the effective use of interpretation as a tool for enhancing the experiences of Chinese visitors and the outcomes of that experience, together with a synopsis of the study"s contribution to the measurement and evaluation of visitor outcomes, including an evaluation tool adapted for and tested in a Chinese language context.
Literature Review
While interpretation is perhaps best known for its use by public sector attractions such as museums and national parks, in recent years heritage tourism managers and operators have become more aware that visitors expect interpretation and believe it is an important part of their experience (Morgan et al., 2006) . Interpretive products such as guided walks, tours, interpretive talks, demonstrations and other kinds of face-to-face interpretive activities as well as many static (non-personal) media are increasingly used to enhance the visitor experience and thereby add a competitive advantage as well as to assist with other strategic outcomes.
These outcomes include engaging visitors, increasing customer loyalty, promoting good public relations, fostering positive attitudes toward conservation, managing visitors" on-site behaviors for a range of purposes such as minimizing visitor risk and adverse environmental impacts, and even influencing post-visit, long-term behavior (Knudson et al., 1995) . As a result, there has been increasing interest in research that measures and evaluates the effectiveness and outcomes of interpretation (Ballantyne and Uzzell, 1999) . However, widespread agreement on how best to evaluate the success of visitor communication/interpretation is lacking. Thus it was important to review both generic program evaluation literature and interpretation evaluation studies to identify theoretical and methodological advancements that could inform the research.
In the first instance, successful communication with visitors needs to be acknowledged as that which achieves it purposes, and thus there needs to be consideration of the purposes of visitor communication in order to gauge its success. So, while there is certainly merit in evaluating interpretation against management inputs such as its cost, there is growing recognition of the value of being able to evaluate interpretation in relation to its outputs, i.e. its impact on visitors. Henderson & Bialeschki (1995) propose that "determining the impact, effects, outcomes, and results of a program, area or facility, or administrative procedure is the bottom line of evaluation" (p. 11). Thus, it can be argued that evaluating what visitors take away as a result of an interpretive experience is critical to determining its success.
In a review of interpretation and evaluation research that spanned more than two decades and focused on identifying and measuring visitor outcomes in a wide range of contexts and settings, interpretation was found to potentially impact three overarching constructs or (Ham & Weiler, 2006) . These correspond to Ham"s (1982) classification of the outcomes of interpretation of some 25 years ago: (1) cognitive responses (visitor learning, knowledge acquisition, or information processing), (2) affective responses (visitor feelings, attitudes or emotions), and (3) behavioral responses (visitor actions or inactions). While others have used slightly different classification systems (e.g. Dierking et al., 2004; Wearing et al., 2006) , there is consistency in terms of the constructs captured.
Therefore, this classification of domains of interest -cognition, affect and behavior -is used in the following discussion to present a review of interpretive research at museums, heritage sites and attractions, and in particular to consider studies that have assessed one or more of these indicators in the context of experiences at heritage sites and attractions.
There has been a considerable amount of research evaluating interpretation in museums and some interpretive evaluation at heritage sites and attractions (Uzzell, 1998a; Uzzell, 1998b) but the vast majority of this research has focused on static, non-personal interpretive media such as museum displays and exhibits. Also, rather than focusing on what visitors take away from these experiences, many of these studies have been primarily concerned with other onsite observable variables such as attention paying, viewing time, holding power, and reading behavior (cf. Bicknell & Mann, 1993; Bitgood et al., 1988; Bitgood & Patterson, 1993; Boisvert & Slez, 1994; Camp et al., 2000; Chiozzi & Andreotti, 2001; Fernandez & Benlloch, 2000; Harvey et al., 1998; Korn & Jones, 2000) . Several museum researchers have looked at duration and content of conversation as surrogate indicators of visitor outcomes (Ash, 2003; Fernandez & Benlloch, 2000; Leinhardt & Crowley, 1998; Leinhardt & Knutson, 2004; Leinhardt et al., 2002; McManus, 1987; McManus, 1989 ) but again have not attempted to demonstrate empirically the links between these variables and visitor cognition, affect or behavior. Some researchers, for example Beeho & Prentice (1995) , Light (1995) and Prentice et al. (1998) , have sought to describe the on-site behavior and experience of the visitor and to some extent what visitors have learned. Beyond learning, which is largely measured by using recall, there had been very limited heritage/museum research prior to the early 1990s that measured or quantified the outcomes of interpretation.
In the past two decades, a growing body of research has emerged looking beyond visitor recall to other cognitive, affective and/or behavioral outcomes of museum experiences, for example, Allard et al. (1994) ; Allen (1997); Anderson et al. (2000) ; Blud (1990) ; Cartmill & Day (1997); D"Agostino et al. (1992) ; White & Jacobson (1994); Falk (1997) ; Finson & Enochs (1987) ; Henriksen (2001) ; Hernandez & Celis Herrero (1993) ; Stevens & Hall (1997) ; Stevenson (1991); and Zeidler & Surber (1999) . Most of these studies focus on one or at most two of the three domains of interest, and often using a fairly targeted range of indicators, often (and rightly so) related to organizational objectives and/or the particular interests of the researcher. As a result, comparisons and generalizations about the outcomes of interpretation have been constrained by the one-off, cross-sectional and site-specific nature of the research.
Toward the end of the decade, Stewart et al. (1998) were calling for "a more theory-driven approach to the evaluation of interpretation" (p.265). Also, Ham and Weiler (2006) noted that, in the absence of comparable study designs, methods and measurement tools, empirical evidence of the outcomes of interpretation in museums and heritage settings has been inconclusive and largely not generalizable. It was partly in response to this need for a theorydriven tool with which to benchmark, monitor and compare the outcomes of interpretation between visitor groups, across sites and over time, and between different types of tourism operations such as attractions, tours, heritage sites, protected areas, zoos, events and so on, that Ham and Weiler (2006) The heritage version of the data collection instrument (questionnaire) developed for the tool kit was selected for the present study because it offered a reliable, valid, theoretically-driven and field-tested assessment tool as well as two other distinct advantages. First, it provided a way of assessing the outcomes of interpretation that could serve as a benchmark for the attraction, for other sites and for other visitor groups. Second, the study sought to ascertain whether the instrument would hold up in a cultural context different to the one in which it was developed. Notably, the instrument was developed and tested only on English-speaking visitors and, to this end, the current study undertook to translate and test the instrument for use on Mandarin-speaking visitors for reasons that will be explained in the following section.
Study Population and Site
The remainder of this paper reports on an empirical study of inbound Chinese tourists visiting Under the ADS scheme, Chinese holidaymakers wishing to visit Australia must join a fullyinclusive ADS tour group, accompanied by a tour leader or guide from China. Most tour group members are relatively inexperienced international travellers, speak little or no English, and have worked long and hard for the chance to travel overseas. Typical ADS tours include the 12-day Australia and New Zealand tour and the 8-day Australia tour, the latter being popular among Chinese consumers in the Chinese New Year holiday (Weiler & Yu, 2008) .
For the present study, Chinese tour group members who were visiting one particular heritage tourism attraction -Sovereign Hill -were surveyed during one of these Chinese New Year periods. Sovereign Hill is operated by Sovereign Hill Museums Association and is one of Australia"s major tourist attractions, attracting almost half a million visitors per year. Located 110 km northwest of Melbourne in the regional urban centre of Ballarat, the trip to Sovereign
Hill from Melbourne"s CBD takes approximately 90 minutes one-way by coach. The recreated 1850s goldfields township with its costumed and highly skilled interpretive staff, entertaining street theatre and engaging underground mine tours is known for its commitment to authentically depicting life on the goldfields from a number of perspectives, including the life of the estimated 9000 gold-diggers and miners who came in search of gold from southern China. The relevance of these latter stories is one of the reasons why Chinese tour wholesalers include Sovereign Hill in their very limited Australian itinerary.
As a result of the relatively short time that these visitors spend in and around Melbourne (typically only one or two nights), Chinese tour group visits to the Sovereign Hill attraction are often less than two hours compared to the half-day or full-day visit that is typical of Australians and other overseas visitors. Consequently, the areas within the site typically Methodological advances in accurately assessing visitor outcomes associated with this market segment are therefore needed in order to effectively evaluate and improve tourism-based products designed for visitors from China. The following section outlines the methods applied for the present study.
Instrument Development
The Interpretation Evaluation Tool Kit is designed in consultation with industry, informed by previous academic research and further developed and refined using field testing and statistical validation. In developing the tool kit a structured facilitation process (modified Nominal Group Process) was conducted with multiple levels of staff at two sites (one being Sovereign Hill) that offered a number of face-to-face interpretation programs. The aim of this process was to determine the perceived desired outcomes of interpretation. During this process staff were required to complete the sentence: "At the end of the day, I would know if the ...interpretive program is doing a good job if..." Once a list of potential outcomes was created (e.g. "visitors enjoyed themselves") the staff were then required to rank them.
Following the ranking of outcomes, and due to overlaps and duplications between lists, three subject matter experts independently assigned responses to categories informed by human behavior research. If consensus on items could not be reached by the three subject matter experts they were deleted. This process reduced the original 54 items to 37. Indicators were further reduced after inter-site comparisons were made and duplications eliminated. The final suite of indicators focused on three main categories of outcomes: cognitive, behavioral, and affective. In other words, the heritage questionnaire used for the present study was developed using a rigorous best-practice methodological approach that fits the requirements for development of a valid and reliable scale (cf. Ham & Weiler, 2006) . In the final instrument, respondents" perceptions, or self-reports, of the impact of interpretation are assessed by way of 30 individual response items, most of which are seven-point scale items that together measure ten "indicators" or outcomes of interpretation in the three categories of cognition, affect and behavior. Table 1 presents the suite of indicators and items used in the questionnaire in relation to these three outcome domains together with their respective Cronbach"s alpha coefficients. Further description of these indicators is included in the discussion of the results. Table 1 here
As the tours were conducted in Mandarin and respondents in this study for the most part not only could not speak and understand English but also could not read and write English, the first stage of the research was to translate the questionnaire into Mandarin. The procedure for translating and back translating the instrument followed recognised procedures (cf. Behling & Law, 2000; Brislin, 1970; Triandis & Brislin, 1984) . Two bilingual (Mandarin and English) research assistants (RAs) were employed to carry out the translation. In the first step of the conversion process, the first RA translated the questionnaire into Mandarin. The second RA back-translated the questionnaire into English based on the initial RA"s work. Backtranslation is a recognized method used in order to preserve uniformity between the meaning of the translated and untranslated versions of an instrument (Behling & Law, 2000) .
Appropriate refinements were made after consultation with, and between, the RAs in order to retain the integrity of the intended meaning of the questions. The instrument was then pilottested by one of the RAs and an additional Mandarin-speaking assistant on a respondent sample similar to the target population for this study. The feedback was evaluated and consequently some minor adjustments to the translated version of the instrument were made.
The refined Mandarin version of the instrument was then used at Sovereign Hill with visiting tour groups. The final self-completed survey instrument took visitors between five and eight minutes to complete.
Field Methods and Limitations
The data for the study were collected over a five day period in February 2007, which included the peak period of Chinese New Year. Mandarin-speaking RAs invited visitors to complete the survey at the conclusion of their tour and prior to undertaking any unguided activities during their free-time. There were 295 completed questionnaires collected out of 409 handed out to visitors on numerous tour groups during this period, a return rate of 72%. Ten of these questionnaires were unusable due to incomplete data, leaving 285 completed surveys for the analysis. The cognitive and affective indicators were calculated by averaging the sum of the item scores (see Table 1 ) and are represented in a series of bar graphs that illustrate the number of responses in relation to a "low" to "high" impact, with the range of scores varying depending on whether there were three, four or five items associated with each indicator (again, see Table 1 ). SPSS data analysis software was used to construct each scale and to determine the alpha coefficients.
The methods and instrument used in this study do have some limitations. Firstly, the data are descriptive in nature and do not reveal reasons or causes for a particular indicator"s score.
Secondly the instrument relies on visitors" perceptions of the impacts of the interpretation. In other words, they are self-reported measures of outcomes rather than observed or evidence-based measures of what visitors learned, felt or did as a result of the interpretation. Thirdly, the methods do not provide information about the longer-term impacts of interpretation on visitors once they have returned home. Fourthly, the heritage questionnaire developed as part of the Interpretation Evaluation Tool Kit is quite intentionally a generic instrument and the outcomes it assesses are not customized to the Sovereign Hill experience. Finally, this study is not a cross-cultural comparison and cannot assess interpretation-based outcomes due to cultural differences. These limitations are considered when interpreting the findings for the purposes of recommending changes to the tour and are revisited in the discussion of the findings of this study.
On the other hand, a strength of these methods is that, while the findings are population and site-specific, the outcomes of interpretation as reported by these visitors can be compared to other groups and even other sites, although such comparisons need to be done with caution for a few reasons. Firstly, the experience of the Chinese tour group visitor is very different to that of other Sovereign Hill visitors who typically spend all day at the site as a family or part of a school group visit; the Chinese visitor"s experience is much shorter and more controlled compared to a free independent traveller"s experience. Secondly, there is some suggestion that Chinese survey respondents are less likely to use the extreme (one and seven) responses categories in scale items, regardless of how extremely positive or negative they may feel due to cultural norms for central tendency when making evaluations and comparisons (Doosje et al., 1998) . The next section presents the results of the instrument validation process, followed by the results and discussion of visitors" self-reported outcomes.
Results and Discussion
This section provides results of the data analysis. Part one (i) of these results discusses the reliability-testing of the translated instrument. Part two (ii) outlines the findings, beginning with the cognitive and affective indicators of interpretation presented as mean scores (on a scale of one to seven). Following the multi-item indicators, the findings associated with the behavioral questions (each of which was measured using a single item) are discussed and presented as a composite bar graph.
(i) Results on scale reliability testing
Previously developed scales may save researchers time and effort, however, they still need to be validated, as direct translations do not ensure an accurate representation of original content (Brislin, 1970; Cha, Kim, & Erlen, 2007) . Though the English version of the instrument used in the present study has previously been established as a valid and reliable instrument, it was necessary to assess the reliability of the Chinese version due to the translation process.
Cronbach"s alpha coefficient scores were used to determine if the indicators in the translated version of the instrument demonstrated sound psychometric properties. The Cronbach"s alpha coefficient is a determinant of the scale"s internal reliability (how the items "hang" together) on a scale of zero to one, with a larger value indicating greater internal reliability (Pallant, 2001 ). Each scale was constructed using SPSS data analysis software and the alpha coefficients were determined. All of the translated indicators demonstrated acceptable levels of internal reliability with the exception of the scale measuring the interpretation"s relevance and meaningfulness. The Positive attitude toward heritage indicator Cronbach"s alpha was less than .70 and though not ideal (Tabachnick & Fidell, 2007) , it was still considered within the limitations of acceptability for the purpose of this study. Each scale and their Cronbach"s alpha coefficient scores are presented in Table 1 .
(ii) Results on indicators measuring cognitive, affective and behavioral outcomes
One of the concerns in evaluating Chinese visitors using quantitative measures was their reported reluctance in using extreme (one and seven) response categories. An examination of the frequencies of each item indicated that the respondents were not hesitant in evaluating interpretation in relation to the extreme category of response. For example, on one of the Impact via Empathy items (relating to people who lived in the period being interpreted) 22.5%
of respondents selected the lowest extreme response and 20% of respondents selected the highest extreme response.
Beginning with the outcomes that were mainly cognitive in nature, the results suggest that the impact was average to high. Impact via Empathy (Impact on current world view via empathy with historic period and people -Indicator A in Table 1 ) measures the impact that the interpretation had on visitors" views of their own lives by getting visitors to empathize with historic people and events. On a scale of one to seven, the mean response for the sample was 3.7 and, as illustrated in Figure 1 , approximately 50% of responses were in the mid-range.
This score indicates an "average" outcome on this mainly cognitive indicator, but could be considered reflective of the nature of the tour. The tour is relatively brief and may be difficult for the guides to develop empathy in such a short period of time. Table 1 ) assesses the degree to which the visitor is provoked to thought in relation to the tour. When visitors elaborate on what they have learned, they make connections with what they already know. It has been suggested that elaboration is the most important outcome of successful interpretation and indicates how much the interpretation provokes new thoughts about the topic of the interpretation (Ham & Weiler, 2006) . On a scale of one to seven, the mean response for the sample was 5.2, with over 75% of the sample in the mid to high-impact range (see Figure 2) . This score indicates a good outcome suggesting that the tour is relatively successful in engaging the visitor on a cognitive level.
Turning to the indicators of affective outcomes, impact of the interpretation on all three indicators can be described as being in the very good range. The Positive Attitude toward Heritage indicator (Indicator C in Table 1 ) assesses the degree to which the interpretation leaves visitors with a sense of the importance of heritage preservation. On a scale of one to seven, the mean response on this affective indicator was 5.8, with approximately 50% of respondents in the high-impact range (see Figure 3) . This suggests that the tour generally is very good at eliciting a positive attitude toward preserving heritage.
The Positive Global Evaluation indicator (Indicator D in Table 1 ) assesses the fulfilment of the visitor"s general expectations of enjoyment and satisfaction of the interpretation on the tour. On a scale of 1-7, the mean response on this affective indicator was 5.8. As illustrated in Figure 4 , nearly 50% of respondents scored in the high-impact range, suggesting that the tour leaves a very good impression with visitors.
The Positive Word-of-Mouth indicator (Indicator I in Table 1 ) assesses the willingness of visitors to promote the site based on their experience. On a scale of one to seven, the mean response on this mainly affective indicator was a very high 5.7, with nearly 90% of responses in the mid to high-impact range and 43% in the high-impact range (see Figure 5 ). This indicates that those who took the Chinese-language tour generally had a positive experience which they want to share with others.
No interpretable results were obtained regarding the relevance and meaningfulness indicator (Indicator J in Table 1 ) due to the fact that the scale did not reach the requirements for statistical reliability. There appears to be a need for further development and testing of items for this indicator in a Chinese-language context.
The remaining results are responses to yes/no questions in relation to the behavioral intentions of the visitors after completing the interpretive tour (see Indicators E, F, G and H in Table 1 ). Figure 6 generally reveals a modest but favorable impact on these four indicators, with 75% indicating a desire to stay longer, 69% desiring to purchase a souvenir related to the site story, 68% wishing to participate in additional interpretive activities, and 52% indicating a desire to return. The responses to the latter question may be partially due to the limited opportunity for overseas travel that most Chinese visitors expect to have.
The summary statistics for all the indicators are presented in Table 2 from highest to lowest.
While it is not possible to make direct comparisons between means and frequencies, the table suggests that affective outcomes were impacted most by the interpretation, and cognitive and behavioral outcomes were impacted less. As foreshadowed earlier, further examination of the interpretation itself would be needed to ascertain what might explain these outcomes. In addition, comparisons between these visitors to other Sovereign Hill visitors might provide insight as to how the tour experience differs in its impact compared to visiting Sovereign Hill as an independent traveller. Notwithstanding the fact that comparisons of survey results across cultures can be fraught with difficulties, such comparisons are facilitated with a standardised instrument such as the one used in this study. Table 2 here ------------------------------
Conclusion and Implications
Although there is much hyperbole in the literature about the impacts of interpretation on visitors" beliefs, knowledge, understanding, attitudes and behaviors, the evidence to date is largely anecdotal or is site or activity specific. In other words, external validity and reliability in these studies has been limited. Tourism operators and managers need to be able to assess the extent of such impacts more rigorously, and to compare outcomes across visitor groups and across interpretive products. This study has provided sound evidence that the translated The results of the present research need to be treated with a level of caution, as the instrument, as stated at the outset, is a generic one, not customised to the goals of Sovereign Hill and its interpretive program. Furthermore, the instrument is not based on evidence of Chinese visitors" pre-visit expectations of what outcomes they will gain from their visit. As mentioned earlier in this paper, a more complex research design is required to assess cause-and-effect relationships and to establish what specific actions need to be taken to improve interpretation.
In other words, the present study does not provide answers as to why interpretation is or is not achieving a tourism attraction"s desired outcomes. There is a growing body of evaluation research that investigates why an interpretive product (e.g. a guided walk, tour, interpretive talk, demonstration or other form of interpretive activity) is or is not effective or "successful" (Knapp, 1996; Knapp & Benton, 2005; Madin & Fenton, 2004) . For example, in the case of face-to-face interpretation, success factors might include the message, the interpreter"s personality, competence, personal performance, the physical environment or settings, the program content, and many other elements (Ham, 1986; Ham & Weiler, 2005; Yamada & Ham, 2004) . Findings about these input variables can be useful for setting realistic objectives (Henderson & Bialeschki, 1995) , designing interpretive experiences (Hayward & BrydonMiller, 1984) , allocating resources (Beckmann & Savage, 2003; Weinreich, 1999) , sharing what was learned with others (Jakobsen, 1999) , and identifying what action needs to be taken for improvement (Belch & Belch, 2001) . These are important areas of research that were beyond the scope of the present study but could be incorporated into the design of future research using this study"s research instrument. Finally, the instrument was developed to assess interpretation in western contexts and reflect the values and perspectives and aims of western-based tourism. Though the instrument was, generally, successful in measuring Chinese-speaking inbound tourists" evaluation of western attempts at interpreting an Australian heritage tourism site, it does not capture whether the interpretation reflects eastern tourists" expectations, values and perspectives. Further research examining the cultural variations in expectations, values and perspectives is required.
In conclusion, the results of this study offer evidence, notwithstanding the fact that work still needs to continue in refining the instrument particularly in relation to the Meaningful and Relevant indicator, that the translated version of the heritage questionnaire provides practitioners and researchers with a reliable and valid tool to assess interpretive programs aimed at inbound visitors from China. In addition to this methodological contribution, the study is the first known published research that evaluates the impact of a Chinese-language interpretive tour. Results do, however, indicate that the instrument reliably assessed Chinese visitors" perceptions of their interpretive experience at Sovereign Hill as average to very good on cognitive, affective and behavioral constructs. 
